Remarks 

Claims 1-12 and 14*21 are pending. 

Claim 1 has been corrected in accordance with paragraph 7 of the Office 
Action. "An" has been re-inserted In Claim 1 after having been inadvertently omitted 
in the last claim listing. 

Claims 1*5, 7-11, 14-18 and 20 were rejected under Section 103 as being 
obvious over Henry (6.681.392). Claims 6, 12 and 19 were rejected under Section 
1 03 as being obvious over Henry m view of admitted prior art 

Ir^staliino Peripheral Software tn Response To inlt to"y^*»ftn The Driver Is Not 
An Obvious Modification Of Henrv 

Claim 1 recites instaKir>g peripheral software in response to initialization of the 
device driver on the client computer and then completing installation of the device 
driver. Claim 8 recites reading a description file during installation of a device driver, 
installing the associated sofhware in response to an thstailation procedure in the 
description fae and then completing installation of the driver. 

Henry discloses a softtfvare system running on a server computer that can 
install device drivers and other software on a remote dient computer The install 
engine determines which software to install by direct user input or t>e executing a 
script file. Henry, column 6, lines 29-34. Even if it is assumed that the utilities 
mertSoned in Henry are the claimed peripheral software, as asserted by the Office, 
Henry still does not say anything about installing a utility in response to inittatizing 
tine device driver. Nevertheless, the Office argues that because Henr/s script file 
*'can t>e" used to install a utility in response to initialization of the driver, it would be 
obvious to modify Henry to perform the claimed installation **in order to ir^ure 
irtstallation of the driver and its associated utilities." Office Action, pages 3-4 and 9.^ 

The Office's argument is ir^ffldent to sustain the rejection in two respects. 
First, there is no teaching In Henry that his script file could t>e used to install a utility 
in response to initializing the device driver. The Office's firuJir^g in this regard is 
speculative. Henry teaches only that his script file includes a list of software and 
insbxictions to automatically install the software. Henry, column 4, lines 61-65 and 

I The Office ik>e$rwt address Ctaxm l anywhere mUM office Action. Thensmajlcson pascs3-4 of thcOlBcc 
Action arc directed to Claim 8. Applicant assumes the Office f mended samiJar remarks for Claim 1. 
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column 6. lines 29-34, Second, even if it is assumed that Heniys script file could be 
used to install a utility in response to tnitialiang the driver, there is no suggestion in 
Henry that his script file should be used to install a utlity in response to Initializing 
the driver. The motivation to modify Henry proffered by the Office - " in order to 
Insure ir>stallation of the driver arul its associated utilities'* * is a generalized t>enefit 
that motivates the use of any method for installing any combination of soflwvare. 
including the script file fisting and user intervention methods taught Henry. As 
such, sonreone reading Henry m^ht be motivated to following the teachings of 
Henry to obtain this general benefit, but that hardly means someone would be 
motivated to modify Henry in the specific manner recited in Claim 1 or Claim 8 to 
obtain this benefit If the Office's position is accepted, then Henry would render 
obvious any and all methods for installing a driver and associated software. 

Finally, the Office seems to suggest that the "response" limitation In Claims 1 
and 8 is met in Henry by signalirig the driver that the installation is a remote 
installation and that any Initialization requiririg user intervention must be suppressed. 
OfTfce Action, page 3, dttrtg Henry, column 5, lines 44-58. Applicants fait to see the 
relevance of this passage in Henry to the claim limitations. Nothing In this passage 
of Henry (or anything else in Henry) suggests reading the script file in response to 
initianzation of the driver The fact that Henr/s installation software m'^ht signal the 
driver to suppress processes requiring user intervention says nothing about reading 
the script file in response to driver initialization. 

Henry Does Not Teach The Sequence Of Invoking The Driver, instailina The 
Associated Software, And Tlian Comptetina Instailation Of The Driver 

Claim 1 recites invoking the device driver, installing the associated software in 
response to initializing the driver, and then completing Installation of the driver. 
Claim 8 recites reading a description file during installation of a device driver, 
installing the associated software in response to an installation procedure in the 
description file and then completing installation of the driver, /^licant 
acknowledges that Henry teaches the complete installation of a driver votiiout 
ret)ooting the client computer as noted by the Office at page 4 of the Office Action. 
Henry, however does not teach the sequence of steps recited in Claim 1 or Claim 8. 
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There is no indication in Henry when a utility related to a driver is ir\sta1led -- before, 
during or after the driver is installed. 

Specifically with regard to Claim 8« there is nothing in Heruy that even 
remotely suggests reading, during installation of the driver, a description file that 
includes installation instructions for a ufility. installir^ the utility in response to those 
installation instructions and then completing installation of the driver. Hen Ys 
disclosure of a script file, standard operating system function calls, and values in a 
remote registry cited by the OfTice suggest nothing about the timing or trigger for 
installing any driver and utility that may be listed in the script file, other than the fact 
that they are both installed if they are both listed in the script file. Absent some 
teaching or suggestion to the contrary, it is only reasonable to assume that eac^ 
such item of programming is irtstalled independent of the installation of any other 
item. Certainly, there is nothirig in Heruys description of a script file, standard 
operating system function calls, arui values in a remote registry that suggests the 
installation of a driver occurs first, triggers the installation of a utility, tt)e driver 
installation is then interrupted while the utility is installed, and then completed only 
after the utility is installed. 

For all of these reasons. Claims 1 and 8 are feK to distinguish patentably over 
Henry. Claim 14 is a system counterpart to the method of Claim 8« The computer 
medium of Claim 21 contains similar limitations. For some or all of these same 
reasons, therefore. Claims 14 and 21 also distinguish over Henry. Claims 2-7, 9-12 
and 15-20 are also felt to distinguish over Henry (or Henry and APA) due to their 
dependence on Claims 1. 8 and 14. respectively. 

Further with regard to Claim 2. which adds to the method of Ciaim 1 the steps 
of reading a description file that includes a r^me of the associated software and an 
installation procedure and installing the associated software according to the 
installation procedure, as discussed above spedficatly for Claim 8, Henry does not 
teach these additional limitations. 

Further with regard to Claims 4 and 10. which add the step of modifying the 
driver to read the description file, the Office cites to Herv/s script commands and 
suppression of user intervention during Initialization as teaching this additional 
(imitation. The Office fails to explain, however, how these features in Henry having 
anyti^ng relevance at all to modifying the driver to read the description file during 
initialization. If fact these features have no relevance to the timttation added in . 
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Claims 4 and 1 0. it is interesting to note ti^t the Office has taken the position that 
Henrys script file is the daimed description file. Yet, the Office falls to show any 
teaching in Henry that a device driver reads the script file during initsafization 
generally, and more spedficaliy, that the device driver is modified to read the script 
file during initialization. For this additional reason. Claims 4 and 10 distinguish 
patentably over Henry. 

Qaim 21 is directed to a computer readable medium having programming 
thereon that includes a driver for the peripheral, softuvare for the peripheral designed 
to accompany the driver, and an installation description file configured to iden^ the 
software and the installation method for the software to the driver. The driver is 
configured to read the installation description file and invoke the installatkan of the 
software according to the installation method. The Office does not address Claim 21 
in the Office Action. For the reasons noted above for Claim 8^ Henry does not teach 
or suggest an iristallation description file configured to identify the software and the 
installation method for the software fo 0ie driver or a driver configured to read the 
installation description file and invoke \he installatkm of the software according to the 
installation meth^od. 

The foregoing is believed to t>e a complete response to the outstanding Office 

Action. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Steven R. Ormiston 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 35,974 
<208) 433-1991 x204 



RESPONSE TO OFRCE ACTION 

•«i ^.citr-see'sos 



Serial No.09/779.1 35 
Docket No.1 0002364-1 



uo^STQUQ -a U9/V9^S ^BB -ZO SO SI <J«U 



